
From: Glum, Scott
To: Linnear, David
Subject: RE: Pristine Meeting Revised Agenda Topics
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 3:19:00 PM

This should be a FUN meeting David.  Has a time been set and can you please provide a call-in
number?
 
Thanks
 
-Scott
 
 
Scott Glum
Site Coordinator
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Southwest District Office
Division of Environmental Response and Revitalization
401 East Fifth Street
Dayton, OH  45402-2911
(937) 285-6065 (office)
(937) 285-6404 (fax)
scott.glum@epa.ohio.gov
 

From: Linnear, David [mailto:linnear.david@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 12:13 PM
To: Ronald Pitzer <trusteerlp@gmail.com>
Cc: Short, Thomas <short.thomas@epa.gov>; Elizabeth L DuSold <dusold_elizabeth_l@lilly.com>;
Glum, Scott <scott.glum@epa.ohio.gov>
Subject: RE: Pristine Meeting Revised Agenda Topics
 
Ron,
Thank you for responding to the email on a revised agenda.

The Pristine Site is to be to restored to beneficial use. The Pristine Site remedy, remedial action
objectives, NCP requirements, and course of action following MNA Pilot are currently well defined.

There does not appear to be any revisions from your initial agenda suggestions and no inclusion of
the agency’s suggestions.
 
In the spirit of having an effective meeting; based upon my previous explanation on GW status and
Remedy Strategy as part of the agenda, I propose an agenda change as follows:
 
Presentation (15 minutes)
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Groundwater Status

a.    Status of groundwater usage in the area

b.    Downgradient groundwater usage

c.    Regional contamination of groundwater

Reassessment of Remediation Strategy

Following your presentation, I would suggest changing the agenda as follows:

Discussion (45 minutes)

Pristine Trust plans and time table to restart off-site EW-5; per MNA Pilot Work
Plan requirements

Discussion as needed (1:00)

(optional) Pristine suggestions to further optimize the existing remedy (i.e., further
evaluation of MNA with additional wells as outlined in the EPA draft January
Report and/or supplementing existing remedy (i.e., innovative technologies)

Follow-up actions

How much time would you require for your presentation?

Please let me know your thoughts on a proposed presentation / discussion agenda.

David

From: Ronald Pitzer [mailto:trusteerlp@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2018 4:56 PM
To: Linnear, David <linnear.david@epa.gov>
Cc: Short, Thomas <short.thomas@epa.gov>; Elizabeth L DuSold <dusold_elizabeth_l@lilly.com>;
Ronald Pitzer <trusteerlp@gmail.com>
Subject: Pristine Meeting Revised Agenda Topics
 
David,
 
Thank you for your thoughts and suggestions on our evolving agenda for
the February 6 meeting.  Your comments on the huge amount of work invested by the
Pristine Trust companies that has resulted in a "tremendous reduction in GW
contamination" are most appreciated.  I agree with your assessment on this point. 
However, our thoughts diverge when it comes to the suggestion to restart the off-site
groundwater pumps.  As we presented to the Agency when we met in August 2017,
the capability of the pump-and-treat system has reached the point of diminishing
returns after over 20 years of operation, and off-site contaminants from an unrelated
site(s) continue to threaten being drawn into our wells.  These factors and the
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absence of downgradient receptors influenced the Agency’s agreement in 2011 for
the monitored natural attenuation pilot study to be performed at this point in the
remediation strategy. 
 
The original VOC concentrations have been reduced very significantly by the pump-
and-treat system.  Our consultants believe that VOCs that are sorbed/attached to
fine-grained materials make it extremely difficult to cost-effectively remove substantial
additional VOCs through pumping, or even pumping enhanced by other
means.  Therefore, restarting any of the off-site pumps will do nothing more
than result in the removal of a minimal amount of contaminants at a high cost.  By
restarting the off-site pumps, we will only delay the much-needed discussion on the
downgradient aquifer, the impact of regional contamination, and the absence of
downgradient receptors.  Such a delay does not align with the Superfund reforms
directive issued by Administrator Pruitt last summer, which we discussed at the
August meeting.
 
With this in mind, we need to come to a mutual understanding of the condition of the
regional groundwater, and in particular, the potential use of the groundwater
downgradient of Pristine, and just what is it that we are all trying to achieve at this site
considering all factors.  At this time, we are not aware of any groundwater users
downgradient of the Pristine site. Continuing active remediation to attempt to restore
the groundwater to “pristine” conditions at this site is not only fruitless, but also
overlooks the regional groundwater contamination, a problem that EPA
acknowledged as far back as the original 1987 ROD issued for the site.
 
Therefore, we believe that it is appropriate to include regulatory options on the
agenda for the upcoming meeting, as was proposed by the Agency during our
meeting last August, and which Tom Short agreed with in his recent emails.  Our
reference to regulatory options here is meant to include a broader discussion of
alternatives for the remaining groundwater contaminants, including ACLs, some type
of risk assessment, perhaps additional institutional controls, and maybe even TI.  It
was the Agency’s Superfund managers, including Tom, who noted that, given the
length of time the pump-and-treat remedy has been operating, it is time to reconsider
the Pristine site as a whole.  Such reconsideration would be in-line with the enhanced
interest of Administrator Pruitt in completing site remedies, and getting more sites
converted to meaningful redevelopment status. 
 
We would like to leave the broadly-worded agenda intact for the upcoming meeting
for the reasons discussed above.  But if you want to add specific items under each of
the topics, we would certainly support that.  It should be noted that we have received
the draft SSP&A technical evaluation report, but given its size and scope, we will not
be in a position for a detailed technical response at the February 6 meeting.  When
the Trustees and our consultant have completed the review of the final SSP&A report
and any additional comments from the Agency, we will provide a written response,
and set up a conference call to discuss the final report. 
 
Please let me know if EPA has any additional questions or comments about our
proposed agenda for the February 6 meeting.  We too are looking forward to a



productive meeting on February 6.  Thanks again. 
 
 
Agenda

1.    Introduction

2.    Groundwater Status

a.    Status of groundwater usage in the area

b.    Downgradient groundwater usage

c.    Regional contamination of groundwater

3.     Reassessment of Remediation Strategy

 
Ron




